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Graphical abstract: Advance care planning within survivorship care plans for older cancer survivors: a 
systematic review. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
369 abstract citations
309 abstracts excluded
60 papers 
independently reviewed 
60 papers excluded
No papers
included
Reasons for exclusion 
Not relating to survivorship care plans   (n=4) 
Not addressing advance care planning   (n=48) 
Referring to subjects aged <65 years   (n=1) 
Reasons for exclusion 
Not relating to survivorship care plans   (n=206) 
Not addressing advance care planning   (n=73) 
Referring to subjects aged <65 years   (n=14) 
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Highlights 
 We reviewed the evidence for advance care planning, including advance care 
directives in survivorship care plans, among older cancer survivors. 
 No papers were found that met inclusion criteria, with only one survivorship care plan 
including mention of an advance care directive. 
 Despite increasing numbers of older and frail cancer survivors, there is little evidence 
for the use of advance care planning after cancer. 
 Future studies should establish their acceptability and utility among older cancer 
survivors. 
 
Abstract 
Advances in the medical treatment of cancer have increased the number of survivors, 
particularly among older adults, who now represent the majority of these. Survivorship care 
plans (SCPs) are documents that cancer patients receive summarising their care, usually at the 
end of treatment but preferably from initial diagnosis. These may increase patient satisfaction 
and represent an opportunity to initiate preventative strategies and address future care needs. 
Advance care planning (ACP), incorporating advance healthcare decision-making, including 
formal written directives, increases satisfaction and end-of-life care. This paper 
systematically reviews evaluations of ACP within SCPs among older (≥65 years) cancer 
survivors. No studies meeting the inclusion criteria were identified by search strategies 
conducted in PubMed/MEDLINE and the Cochrane databases. One paper examined cancer 
survivors’ mainly positive views of ACP. Another discussed the use of a SCP supported by a 
‘distress inventory’ that included an advance care directive (living will) as an issue, though 
no formal evaluation was reported. Although ACP is important for older adults, no study was 
found that evaluated its role within survivorship care planning. Despite the risk of recurrence 
and the potential for morbidity and mortality, especially among older cancer survivors, ACP 
is not yet a feature of SCPs. 
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Introduction 
With improved treatment more patients are surviving cancer [1]. This includes older patients, 
who now represent the majority of cancer survivors [1,2]. Robust post-cancer treatment 
should involve multi-modal, tailored supports that address individual’s needs and predicted 
risks [3], especially in the case of older patients who have different requirements to younger 
cancer survivors [4]. Providing cancer survivors with information in the form of a 
survivorship care plan (SCP) is important to improve and enhance delivery of this care. 
While useful for patients of all ages, survivorship care planning may be particularly important 
for older adults who because of higher levels of frailty [5] and multi-morbidity [6] have 
increasingly complex care needs.  
 SCPs, either written or delivered in an computerised (online) format (e.g. the 
LIVESTRONGTM SCP developed in 2007), function as a communication tool to enhance 
person-centred quality of care, collaborative decision making and post-treatment surveillance, 
and were recommended for all cancer survivors in the United States Institute of Medicine 
report ‘From cancer patient to cancer survivor: Lost in the Transition’ [7] and more recently 
by the American College of Surgeons Commission on Cancer [4]. Reflecting this, centres in 
North America have the most experience with survivorship care planning though they are 
now in use in many countries [8]. SCPs improve engagement with patients’ general 
practitioners [9, 10], facilitate discussion between patients and their families [10, 11] and are 
associated with higher levels of satisfaction [12], knowledge [13] and self-reported 
understanding by survivors [11,12].  
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 Elements perceived as being important by patients to incorporate into a SCP include a 
watch list of symptoms and signs, a treatment summary and preventative healthcare 
recommendations [14,15], though only half of SCPs provide all these elements and often 
without sufficient detail [8]. Despite recommendations from several bodies, their proposed 
potential benefits and a near universal desire among survivors for information in the form of 
a SCP [15,16], few patients report having received one [15]. Use varies from as high as 35% 
of American women with breast cancer in one centre surveyed between 2004 and 2011 [17], 
to less than 20% of a sample of patients with different cancers in a study in Australia [15] to 
only 11% in an American sample of brain tumour survivors [18]. This may be because the 
evidence behind their effectiveness remains unclear [12]. In particular, while suggested, there 
is no definitive evidence that they increase uptake of recommended surveillance screening 
[19] or that they improve outcomes for cancer survivors [12]. Some studies indicate that they 
may even increase anxiety, perceived symptom burden and unnecessary contact with 
healthcare professionals [20].  
 Despite the need for positivity in the face of a cancer diagnosis, it is also important for 
healthcare professionals and patients to be cognisant that cancer survivorship, particularly for 
older patients, is associated with reduced life expectancy with 40% of patients living less than 
five years after diagnosis [21]. Further, cancer survivorship is not defined by success of 
treatment and SCPs are also recommended for those with a new diagnosis or those with 
advanced stage disease living with cancer [22].  Many of those who progress or experience 
recurrence will receive palliation or end-of-life care and will be required to make decisions 
surrounding treatment, though they may often lack the ability to do this by that stage [23]. 
Advance care planning (ACP), which involves communication between individuals, families 
and professionals, to support, discuss and plan for future healthcare decisions in the event that 
an individual loses capacity [24], can help reduce the burden on patients and proxy decision 
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makers. ACP may result in the completion of an advance care directive (ACD) reflecting the 
persons’ preferences for their healthcare including end-of-life care in writing, if and when 
that time comes. Based on the limited evidence, ACP improves patient and relative 
satisfaction, the quality of death and dying, while respecting autonomy [24], and is generally 
well received by both patients [25] and healthcare professionals [26]. There is also evidence 
that dedicated ACP programmes such as ‘Let Me Decide’ are cost effective [27] and may 
reduce unnecessary healthcare use [28]. Yet, few patients receive ACP or complete an ACD 
[29].  
 Despite the increasing use of SCPs, there is very little evidence for the use of 
survivorship care planning in older patients with cancer [4]. Given this and the growing 
recognition of the importance of ACP in those with potentially life limiting conditions, the 
objective of this systematic review is to summarise the evidence for the inclusion of advance 
care planning decisions and ACDs within SCPs among older cancer survivors.  
Methods  
Search Strategy and Selection Criteria 
A systematic review of the literature was conducted using PubMed/MEDLINE and the 
Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials. The search was conducted before March 
2017. Databases were searched using the following search terms, which are detailed further 
in Table 1: 
Advance directive* OR Advance care directive* OR Healthcare directive* OR Health care 
directive* OR Advance care plan* OR Advance care decision* OR Patient care plan* OR 
Care plan* OR Nursing care plan* AND Cancer* OR Oncology OR Neoplasm* AND 
Survivor* OR “Survivorship care plan*” AND Elderly OR Aged OR Older adult* OR Older 
person* OR Geriatric*. 
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The Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 
guidelines were used [30].  
 
Papers were included if they met all the following criteria: 
(i) An original study excluding case studies, letters to the editor or conference 
proceedings. Review papers or those describing the results of surveys of opinion 
were searched for relevant papers, 
(ii) Describing the evaluation of ACP within a multi-faceted SCP or long-term 
follow-up care plan that specifically includes reference to the process of ACP (i.e. 
active communication between patients, carers or family members and healthcare 
professionals that recognise, prepare for, discuss and document (i.e. written ACD) 
future healthcare decisions. Those presenting a survey of experience or 
satisfaction with SCPs without reference to ACP were excluded. 
(iii) Sampling cancer survivors (across the spectrum of a diagnosis of cancer i.e. from 
initial diagnosis to those who were undergoing or had completed treatment, which 
may have included surgery, chemotherapy or radiotherapy, and from patients 
living with advanced cancer to those in complete remission with ‘no evidence of 
disease’ [22], excluding secondary cancer survivors i.e. carers, family and 
friends), aged ≥65 years (i.e. older adults). 
(iv) Reported in English. 
 
The selection of relevant papers is presented in a PRISMA flow diagram in Figure 1. The 
titles and abstracts of the selected articles were screened for inclusion criteria and the full 
papers of those meeting these were then reviewed. In total, 369 abstracts were reviewed. No 
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duplicates were found. Of these, 309 citations were excluded for different reasons, the most 
common being that the paper did not relate to SCPs (n=206) or address the issue of ACP if it 
discussed or evaluated survivorship care planning. Of the remaining citations 60 papers were 
reviewed. 
Results 
No papers met the inclusion criteria for this review i.e. no paper described the 
evaluation of ACP as part of the wider process of survivorship care planning with older 
cancer survivors. Two papers, not meeting the criteria, were relevant to the topic. One paper 
presented the views of ACP among a small sample (n=18) of survivors with a haematological 
malignancy (leukaemia or lymphoma), surveyed at least six months and up to one year after 
receiving a haematopoietic cell transplant, which included some older patients (≥65), though 
the median age was only 47 (range 33-67) years [31]. Of these, all but one discussed some 
element of ACP and half made a ‘living will’. The ACP intervention was not documented as 
part of a formal SCP. The researchers found that cancer survivors engaging with ACP felt 
less anxiety. Although half who had discussed mortality with their family found it upsetting, 
all but one would recommend ACP to those undergoing similar treatment [31].  
 Another paper describing an American cancer centre’s revised action plan with an 
emphasis on psychosocial concerns, for a small sample of 26 patients, documented the 
presence of an ACD, included as a ‘living will’ as an issue coupled with ‘power of attorney’ 
in a ‘distress inventory’ under the heading of ‘financial/practical needs’ [32]. This inventory 
was used to support the development and implementation of a SCP. While the SCP was 
considered by the authors to improve psychosocial care for patients no details were provided 
on outcomes nor was reference made to the process or utility of recording whether the patient 
had an ACD as part of survivorship care planning. It was not possible to conduct a 
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methodological review to assess the quality of papers, given the lack of data and suitable 
papers available. 
 
Discussion 
This paper systematically evaluates the evidence for a role for advance decision-
making and the implementation of advance care plans or directives within SCPs for older 
cancer survivors. The results show that there is a paucity of data available on the utility or 
effectiveness of including ACP and more specifically advance care directives within a SCP. 
While survivorship care planning has been recommended by several organisations for more 
than ten years, uptake has been variable and research into the process limited. Further, none 
of these advocate for the inclusion of ACP discussions or the formal implementation of an 
ACD [4,7,8,33]. Most studies published on the topic of survivorship care planning focus on 
surveys of opinion and practice, possibly reflecting the early stages of experience and 
evidence with using SCPs. The most frequent preventative actions prompted by survivorship 
care planning were lifestyle changes (diet and exercise) [34] rather than long-term or 
anticipatory planning for future healthcare requirements.  
This review found only one reference to ACP within a SCP [32], although this did not 
evaluate the SCP. A second paper describing ACP decisions in haematological malignancy 
survivors did not include reference to survivorship care planning or the use of a SCP [31] and 
captured the views of a young cohort whose experiences may not entirely reflect those of 
older patients. However, the study did suggest that ACP is acceptable to most cancer 
survivors, across a range of age groups from those in their early thirties to late sixties [31].  
 The field of survivorship care does not as yet appear to place importance on the use 
of advance directives with cancer survivors. Reflecting this, the validated Cancer Survivors’ 
Unmet Needs (CaSUN) measure, the most widely used measure of unmet need in cancer 
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survivors, does not directly include the requirement to make anticipatory decisions or 
provisions for future healthcare needs [35], though the item “I need help to try to make 
decisions about my life in the context of uncertainty” [36] might suggest that this is 
something that patients do consider, albeit indirectly. Likewise when surveyed, most 
requested the inclusion of strategies to deal with the fear of cancer recurrence [37] suggesting 
that this is something that they are keenly aware of. Advance directives and SCPs are both 
forms of anticipatory care planning, which can reduce unplanned hospitalisations for older, 
frail patients [38] and promote autonomy and shared decision-making in those with advanced 
cancer [39].  
The emerging subspecialty of geriatric oncology, already spearheading the use of 
comprehensive geriatric assessment (CGA) in older cancer patients [40] is likely to act as a 
catalyst for introducing the discussion and encouraging the uptake of ACDs as part of SCP. 
The Cancer and Ageing Research Group in collaboration with the National Cancer Institute 
and the National Institute on Ageing have recently advocated this approach, recommending 
the development of standardised SCPs for older cancer survivors based on CGA [41]. 
Although the evidence is yet to be established, studies examining the effectiveness of 
geriatric assessment are on-going and will likely help establish the role of CGA in promoting 
positive outcomes among these patients [41]. However, these do not as yet include ACP [41], 
despite the shorter life expectancy and high levels of co-morbidity [42,43,44] and 
reoccurrence in older patients with some cancers [45]. Indeed, few if any guidelines 
specifically address these issues in older cancer survivors [44]. This is despite the fact that 
evidence suggests that those with comorbidity had a greater desire for additional information 
[46]. 
Several challenges exist to the use of SCPs that have implications for the introduction 
of advance directives. The most important of these are the resource constraints related to the 
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manpower, time and costs required to deliver both survivorship care planning [47,48,49] and 
ACP [26]. A lack of training, experience and confidence among healthcare professional are 
also barriers to both [26,50,51]. Evidence suggests that like ACP discussions [26], SCPs may 
not be acceptable to all patients, particularly given that a small minority prefer not to receive 
any information at end of treatment [15]. The optimal timing of survivorship care planning is 
uncertain and should be carefully considered, particularly as many older cancer survivors 
experience anxiety regarding the symbolic nature of a cancer diagnosis in terms of their own 
mortality and likelihood of recurrence and may not wish to discuss it openly [52].  Three-six 
months after treatment is suggested as an appropriate timeline [48,53,54], though some 
advocate that it should be initiated early at diagnosis, well before end of treatment and 
modified throughout the course of the illness [8,55]. Further, it is unclear if cancer survivors 
wish to incorporate ACP within SCPs. The construct of survivorship is less clear to many 
older cancer survivors with some regarding it as opportunity, while others see it is a reminder 
of vulnerability [56] and a source of anxiety [52]. It may be that survivorship itself is better 
conceptualised among younger patients whose expectations of treatment and surviving cancer 
are different to previous generations [56]. Older cancer survivors place emphasis on issues 
relating to quality of life after cancer [57] with a focus on practical issues, which are included 
in some but not all SCPs, such as stress reduction, managing concerns regarding recurrence 
and the impact of cancer treatment on their partner and personal relations [58].  
Where survivorship care planning is best delivered is not established with little 
evidence supporting the superiority of primary or secondary (clinic) care [59], though 
patients express more confidence in specialists suggesting that advance planning discussions 
may be best initiated by cancer specialists [60,61]. Community providers require additional 
resources to implement ACP and are unclear on their role [49]. Thus, advanced nurse 
practitioners may be best placed to facilitate this and encourage discussion about and uptake 
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of both SCPs and ACP in these older cancer survivors, particularly when frailty and multi-
morbidity are recognised [54,62]. Personal (face-to-face) contact with trained staff is 
acceptable and preferable to many patients [63] and has been shown to improve adherence 
with SCPs [16]. Thus, it could be a useful format for delivering ACP where desired. 
Improving healthcare professionals training and understanding of survivorship care planning 
and the role that ACP could have in this is also important [51]. Finally, the optimal vehicle 
for implementing SCPs with older adults is also unclear. Although Information technology  
(web-based applications) solutions already support the implementation of survivorship 
planning and are now replacing written SCPs [23], the use of these approaches has not been 
documented for older survivors. Nevertheless because of complex and fluctuating health 
states older survivors may benefit most from the regular updating afforded by these [23,64]. 
Overall, the construct of ACP is similar to survivorship care planning, focusing on 
discussions around patients future healthcare needs [24], and is consistent with the taxonomy 
of health related values identified by older multi-morbid cancer survivors, which includes the 
importance of a balance between quality and quantity of life, and their desire to actively 
participate in care decisions [57]. At a minimum the offer should be available to patients to 
promote choice, autonomy and informed decision-making. Thus, future research should now 
confirm the benefits of survivorship care planning, assess the priorities of older cancer 
survivors and attempt to appreciate their understanding of the need and desire for a SCPs as 
well as the optimal timing and setting of such discussions. This research should then 
investigate the effects of ACP on costs and important healthcare outcomes such as the uptake 
of post-treatment cancer surveillance, cancer recurrence rates and the use of healthcare 
resources, particularly among older cancer survivors with an advance directive in place.  
 Limitations of this review are that it only included articles written in English, which 
may have resulted in the omission of important studies. Further, only two sources were 
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reviewed for papers, potentially limiting the results. Despite these, the findings highlight the 
gaps that exist in the literature.  
 
Conclusion 
In summary, survivorship care planning incorporates many important elements that 
could potentially improve the care and wellbeing of older cancer survivors, who already 
represent the majority of cancer survivors [1,2]. While these typically include post-treatment 
summaries, diet, nutritional and exercise recommendations, and schedules for surveillance for 
recurrence, they do not yet address the important issue of ACP. This review could not find 
any evidence for the evaluation of a SCP that incorporated the construct on ACP or a formal 
written advance directive but did find some evidence that ACP is acceptable for cancer 
survivors [31]. At present high quality evidence for the use, benefits and risks of ACP within 
a SCP for older cancer survivors is lacking and further research is required, particularly given 
the expected increase in treatment options and numbers of frail, multi-morbid older patients 
receiving and benefiting from cancer therapies.  However, even without supporting evidence, 
it would seem appropriate to consider instigating an ACP discussion with older cancer 
survivors to coincide with the creation of a SCP, a ‘geriatric-centred care plan’ [17]. In this 
sense, constructs around survivorship and ACP are not mutually exclusive and should not be 
treated as such for older patients. We suggest that SCPs should be tailored to the 
characteristics of individual older cancer survivors whose needs and openness to the concept 
may vary considerably [46] but are generally positive [31]. Irrespective, increasing awareness 
of the need for SCPs and ACP in cancer survivors, particularly older persons with advanced 
disease and comorbidity, is required to provide patients and their families with the option to 
implement these important anticipatory healthcare plans and promote independent living. 
 
14 
 
Contributors 
RO’C contributed to data collection, analyzed and interpreted the data, and drafted the 
manuscript.  
NC contributed to data collection. 
RO’S contributed to data collection and review. 
RH contributed to data collection and review. 
EW contributed to data collection. 
AHL contributed to data collection. 
TK contributed to data collection. 
AC contributed to data collection. 
CMcG contributed to data collection. 
DWM conceived and designed the review, and drafted the manuscript. 
All authors saw and approved the final manuscript.  
 
Funding 
No funding was received for this review. 
 
Ethical approval  
No ethical approval or consent was required under Irish law to conduct this systematic 
review. No human or animal subjects were directly included in this study. 
 
Provenance and peer review  
This article has undergone peer review. 
 
 
15 
 
Conflict of interest  
The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest. 
Conflict of Interest Statement 
The authors report no other conflict of interest. 
 
16 
 
References 
1. Parry C, Kent EE, Mariotto AB, Alfano CM, Rowland JH. Cancer survivors: a booming 
population. Cancer Epidemiology and Prevention Biomarkers 2011;20(10):1996-2005. 
2. Miller KD, Siegel RL, Lin CC, et al. Cancer treatment and survivorship statistics, 2016. 
CA: a cancer journal for clinicians 2016;66(4):271-89. 
3. Jefford M, Kinnane N, Howell P, et al. Implementing novel models of posttreatment care 
for cancer survivors: enablers, challenges and recommendations. Asia-Pacific J of Clin Oncol 
2015;11(4):319-27. 
4. Guerard EJ, Nightingale G, Bellizzi K, et al. Survivorship care for older adults with cancer: 
U13 conference report. J Geriatr Oncol 2016;7(4):305-12.  
5. Santos-Eggimann B, Cuénoud P, Spagnoli J, Junod J. Prevalence of frailty in middle-aged 
and older community-dwelling Europeans living in 10 countries. The Journals of 
Gerontology Series A: 2009;64(6):675-81. 
6. Prince MJ, Wu F, Guo Y, et al. The burden of disease in older people and implications for 
health policy and practice. Lancet 2015; 385: 549–62. 
7. Hewitt M, Greenfield S, Stovall E. From cancer patient to cancer survivor: lost in 
transition. Committee on cancer survivorship: improving care and quality of life, institute of 
medicine and national research council. Washington (DC): The National Academies Press; 
2006. 
8. Daudt HM, van Mossel C, Dennis DL, Leitz L, Watson HC, Tanliao JJ. Survivorship care 
plans: a work in progress. Current oncology 2014;21(3):466-79. 
17 
 
9. Blanch-Hartigan D, Forsythe LP, Alfano CM, et al. Provision and discussion of 
survivorship care plans among cancer survivors: results of a nationally representative survey 
of oncologists and primary care physicians. J Clin Oncol 2014;32:1578–1585. 
10. Blinder VS, Norris VW, Peacock NW, et al. Patient perspectives on breast cancer 
treatment plan and summary documents in community oncology care. Cancer 2013;119 
(1):164–172. 
11. Palmer SC, Stricker CT, Panzer SL, et al. Outcomes and satisfaction after delivery of a 
breast cancer survivorship care plan: results of a multicenter trial. J Oncol Pract 
2015;11(2):e222-9.  
12. Brennan ME, Gormally JF, Butow P, Boyle FM, Spillane AJ. Survivorship care plans in 
cancer: a systematic review of care plan outcomes. Br J of Cancer 2014;111(10):1899-908. 
13. Bulloch KJ, Irwin ML, Chagpar AB, et al. Systematic approach to providing breast 
cancer survivors with survivorship care plans: a feasibility study. J Oncol Pract 
2015;11(2):e170-6. 
14. Mayer DK, Gerstel A, Leak AN, Smith SK. Patient and provider preferences for 
survivorship care plans. J Oncol Pract 2012;8(4):e80-6.  
15. Kinnane NA, Piper AJ, Jefford M. How will cancer survivors use survivorship care 
plans? Acta Oncol 2017;56(2):183-189. 
16. Rosenberg CA, Flanagan C, Brockstein B, et al. Promotion of self-management for post 
treatment cancer survivors: evaluation of a risk-adapted visit. J Cancer Surviv 
2016;10(1):206-19.  
18 
 
17. Faul LA, Luta G, Sheppard V, et al. Associations among survivorship care plans, 
experiences of survivorship care, and functioning in older breast cancer survivors: 
CALGB/Alliance 369901. J Cancer Surviv 2014;8(4):627-37 
18. Sloane K, Vachani C, Hampshire MK, Metz JM, Hill-Kayser CE. Late effects in 
survivors of central nervous system tumors: reports by patients and proxies. J Cancer Surviv 
2016;10(2):234-40.  
19. Oeffinger KC, Hudson MM, Mertens AC, et al. Increasing rates of breast cancer and 
cardiac surveillance among high-risk survivors of childhood Hodgkin lymphoma following a 
mailed, one-page survivorship care plan. Pediatr Blood Cancer 2010;56 (5):818–824. 
20. Nicolaije KA, Ezendam NP, Vos MC, et al. Impact of an Automatically Generated 
Cancer Survivorship Care Plan on Patient-Reported Outcomes in Routine Clinical Practice: 
Longitudinal Outcomes of a Pragmatic, Cluster Randomized Trial. J Clin Oncol 
2015;33(31):3550-9.  
21. Rowland JH, Bellizzi KM. Cancer survivorship issues: life after treatment and 
implications for an aging population. J Clin Oncol 2014;32(24):2662–2668. 
22. Twombly R. What's in a name: who is a cancer survivor? J Natl Cancer Inst 2004, 96 
(19):1414-1415. 
23. Silveira MJ, Kim SY, Langa KM. Advance directives and outcomes of surrogate decision 
making before death. N Engl J Med 2010; 362: 1211-1218. 
24. Detering KM, Hancock AD, Reade MC, Silvester W. The impact of advance care 
planning on end of life care in elderly patients: randomised controlled trial. BMJ 2010; 
340:c1345.  
19 
 
25. Weathers E, O’Caoimh R, Cornally N, et al. Advance care planning: a systematic review 
of randomized controlled trials conducted with older adults. Maturitas 2016, 91:101-9. 
26. Cornally N, McGlade C, Weathers E et al. Evaluating the systematic implementation of 
the 'Let Me Decide' advance care planning programme in long term care through focus 
groups: A user's perspective. BMC Palliative Care 2015, 14:55. 
27. O’Sullivan R, Murphy A, O’Caoimh R, et al. Economic Analysis of Systematically 
Implementing a Programme of Advance Care Planning in Three Irish Nursing Homes, BMC 
Research Notes 2016; 9:237. 
28. Molloy DW, Guyatt GH, Russo R, et al. Systematic implementation of an advance 
directive program in nursing homes: a randomized controlled trial. JAMA 2000; 283(11): 
1437-1444. 
29. Kass-Bartelmes BL, Hughes R. Advance care planning: preferences for care at the end of 
life. J Pain Palliat Care Pharmacother. 2004;18(1):87-109. 
30. Liberati A, Altman DG, Tetzlaff J, et al. The PRISMA statement for reporting systematic 
reviews and meta-analyses of studies that evaluate healthcare interventions: explanation and 
elaboration. BMJ 2009;339: b2700. 
31. Loggers ET, Lee S, Chilson K, Back AL, Block S, Loberiza FR. Advance care planning 
among hematopoietic cell transplant patients and bereaved caregivers. Bone Marrow 
Transplant 2014;49(10):1317-22.  
32. Arnett J, Henry B, Fankell A. Managing late effects of breast cancer treatment. Clin J 
Oncol Nurs 2014;18 S:32-5. 
20 
 
33. Runowicz CD, Leach CR, Henry NL, et al. American Cancer Society/American Society 
of Clinical Oncology Breast Cancer Survivorship Care Guideline. CA Cancer J Clin. 2016 
Jan-Feb;66(1):43-73. 
34. Hill-Kayser CE, Vachani CC, Hampshire MK, Di Lullo G, Jacobs LA, Metz JM. Impact 
of internet-based cancer survivorship care plans on health care and lifestyle behaviors. 
Cancer 2013;119(21):3854-60.  
35. Hodgkinson K, Butow P, Hunt GE et al. The development and evaluation of a measure to 
assess cancer survivors’ unmet supportive care needs: The CaSUN Survivors’ Unmet Needs 
measure). Psychooncology 2007; 16: 796–804.  
36. Brennan ME, Butow P, Spillane AJ, Boyle F. Patient-reported quality of life, unmet needs 
and care coordination outcomes: Moving toward targeted breast cancer survivorship care 
planning. Asia Pac J Clin Oncol 2016;12(2):e323-31.  
37. Boyajian RN, Grose A, Grenon N, et al. Desired elements and timing of cancer 
survivorship care: one approach may not fit all. J Oncol Pract 2014;10(5):e293-8.  
38. Baker A, Leak P, Ritchie LD, Lee AJ, Fielding S. Anticipatory care planning and 
integration: a primary care pilot study aimed at reducing unplanned hospitalisation. Br J Gen 
Pract. 2012;62(595):e113-20.  
39. Boyd K, Mason B, Kendall M, et al. Advance care planning for cancer patients in primary 
care: a feasibility study. Br J Gen Pract 2010;60(581):e449-58. 
40. Balducci L, Colloca G, Cesari M, Gambassi G. Assessment and treatment of elderly 
patients with cancer. Surgical oncology 2010; 19(3):117-23. 
21 
 
41. Mohile SG, Hurria A, Cohen HJ, et al. Improving the quality of survivorship for older 
adults with cancer. Cancer 2016;122(16):2459-568. 
42. Deckx L, van den Akker M, Metsemakers J, Knottnerus A, Schellevis F, Buntinx F. 
Chronic diseases among older cancer survivors. J of Cancer Epi 2012;2012. 
43. Kurnit KC, Ward KK, McHale MT, Saenz CC, Plaxe SC. Increased prevalence of 
comorbid conditions in women with uterine cancer. Gynecol Oncol 2015;138(3):731-4.  
44. Meneses K, Benz R, Azuero A, Jablonski-Jaudon R, McNees P. Multimorbidity and 
breast cancer. Semin Oncol Nurs 2015;31(2):163-9.  
45. Beadle BM, Woodward WA, Buchholz TA. The impact of age on outcome in early-stage 
breast cancer. Sem in rad onc 2011;21,(1): 26-34.  
46. O'Malley DM, Hudson SV, Ohman-Strickland PA, et al. Follow-up Care Education and 
Information: Identifying Cancer Survivors in Need of More Guidance. J Cancer Educ 
2016;31(1):63-9.  
47. Hewitt ME, Bamundo A, Day R, et al. Perspectives on post-treatment cancer care: 
Qualitative research with survivors, nurses, and physicians. J Clin Oncol 2007, 25: 2270-73. 
48. Mayer DK, Gerstel A, Walton AL, et al. Implementing survivorship care plans for colon 
cancer survivors. Oncol Nurs Forum 2014;41(3):266-73.  
49. Salz T, McCabe MS, Onstad EE, et al. Survivorship care plans: is there buy-in from 
community oncology providers? Cancer 2014;120(5):722-30.  
50. Buriak SE, Potter J, Bleckley MK. Using a predictive model of clinician intention to 
improve continuing health professional education on cancer survivorship. J Contin Educ 
Health Prof 2015;35(1):57-64.  
22 
 
51. Faithfull S, Samuel C, Lemanska A, Warnock C, Greenfield D. Self-reported competence 
in long term care provision for adult cancer survivors: A cross sectional survey of nursing 
and allied health care professionals. Int J Nurs Stud 2016;53:85-94.  
52. Deimling GT, Bowman KF, Sterns S, Wagner LJ, Kahana B. Cancer‐related health 
worries and psychological distress among older adult, long-term cancer survivors. Psycho‐
Oncology 2006;15(4):306-20. 
53. Grant M, Economou D, Ferrell BR. Oncology nurse participation in survivorship care. 
Clin J Oncol Nurs 2010; 14: 709-15. 
54. Dulko D, Pace CM, Dittus KL, et al. Barriers and facilitators to implementing cancer 
survivorship care plans. Oncol Nurs Forum 2013;40(6):575-80.  
55. Haq R, Heus L, Baker NA, et al. Designing a multifaceted survivorship care plan to meet 
the information and communication needs of breast cancer patients and their family 
physicians: results of a qualitative pilot study. BMC Med Inform Decis Mak. 2013;13:76.  
56. Hannum SM, Clegg Smith K, Coa K, Klassen AC. Identity reconstruction among older 
cancer survivors: Age and meaning in the context of a life-altering illness. J Psychosoc Oncol 
2016;34(6):477-92.  
57. Naik AD, Martin LA, Moye J, Karel MJ. Health Values and Treatment Goals of Older, 
Multimorbid Adults Facing Life-Threatening Illness. J Am Geriatr Soc 2016;64(3):625-31.  
58. Geller BM, Vacek PM, Flynn BS, Lord K, Cranmer D. What are cancer survivors' needs 
and how well are they being met? J Fam Pract 2014;63(10):E7-16. 
59. Boekhout AH, Maunsell E, Pond GR, et al. A survivorship care plan for breast cancer 
survivors: extended results of a randomized clinical trial. J Cancer Surviv 2015;9(4):683-91.  
23 
 
60. Nyarko E, Metz JM, Nguyen GT, Hampshire MK, Jacobs LA, Mao JJ. Cancer survivors’ 
perspectives on delivery of survivorship care by primary care physicians: an internet-based 
survey. BMC family practice 2015;16(1):143. 
61. Chubak J, Aiello Bowles EJ, Tuzzio L, et al. Perspectives of cancer survivors on the role 
of different healthcare providers in an integrated delivery system. J Cancer Surviv 
2014;8(2):229-38.  
62. Morgan B, Tarbi E. The Role of the Advanced Practice Nurse in Geriatric Oncology 
Care. Semin Oncol Nurs 2016;32(1):33-43. 
63. Wen KY, Hu A, Ma GX, Fang CY, Daly MB. Information and communication needs of 
Chinese American breast cancer patients: perspectives on survivorship care planning. J 
Community Support Oncol 2014;12(12):439-45. 
64. Groen WG, Kuijpers W, Oldenburg HS, Wouters MW, Aaronson NK, van Harten WH. 
Empowerment of Cancer Survivors Through Information Technology: An Integrative 
Review. J Med Internet Res 2015;17(11):e270.  
  
24 
 
 
Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram of the search strategy. 
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Not relating to survivorship care plans   (n=4) 
Not addressing advance care planning   (n=48) 
Referring to subjects aged <65 years   (n=1) 
Reasons for exclusion 
Not relating to survivorship care plans   (n=206) 
Not addressing advance care planning   (n=73) 
Referring to subjects aged <65 years   (n=14) 
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Table 1. Search strategy 
Search Details PubMed 
Citations 
Cochrane 
Citations 
Total 
Citations 
Search #1: Advance directive* OR Advance care directive* OR 
Healthcare directive* OR Health care directive* OR Advance care 
plan* OR Advance care decision* OR Patient care plan* OR Care 
plan* OR Nursing care plan* 
52,288 6,020 58,308 
Search #2: Cancer* OR Oncology OR Neoplasm* 
 
3,567,298+ 3,008 3,570,306+ 
Search #3: Survivor* OR “Survivorship care plan*” 88,260 702 88,962 
Search #4: Elderly OR Aged OR Older adult* OR Older person* OR 
Geriatric* 
4,672,266 8,734 4,681,702 
#1 AND #2 5,974 2,106 8,080 
#1 AND #3 592 542 1,134 
#1 AND #4 13,536 5,840 19,376 
#2 AND #3 30,079 277 30,356 
#1 AND #2 AND #3 452 218 670 
#1 AND #2 AND #3 AND #4 152 217 369 
Number of abstracts reviewed excluded from combined searches 152 217 369 
Number of abstracts excluded from combined searches 103 206 309 
Number of articles reviewed from combined searches 49 11 60 
Number of articles included 0 0 0 
